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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
APPLICATION OF
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY Case No. PUE-2015-00117
For approval and certification of electric

transmission facilities: Remington-Gordonsville
230 kV Double Circuit Transmission Line

N’ N N N N N N

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY’S
COMMENTS TO THE CHIEF HEARING EXAMINER’S REPORT.

Pursuant to Rule 120 C of the Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Procedural Rules™)! of
the State Corporation éommission (the “Commiésion”), 5 VAC 5-20-120 C, and the directive on
page 34 of the Report of Deborah V. Ellenberg, Chief Hearing Examiner, issued in the above--
captioned proceeding on June 13, 2017 (“Chief Hearing Exgminer’s Report” .or the “Report™),
Virginia Electric and Power Company (“Dominion Energy Virginia” or the “Company’),? by
counsel, hereby submits its comments (“Comments”) to the Report.

BACKGROUND

On November 13, .2015, the Company filed an application (“Application) with the
Commission for a certificate of public convenience and necessity (“CPCN”) for the proposed
Remington-Gordonsville 230 kilovolt (“*kV”) Double Circuit Transmission Line pursuant t;)

§ 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia (“Va. Code” or “Code”) and the Utility Facilities Act, Va.

15 VAC 5-20-10, ef seq.

2 Effective May 10, 2017, Dominion Resources, Inc., the Company’s publicly held parent company, changed its
name to Dominion Energy, Inc. As part of this corporate-wide rebranding effort, Virginia Electric and Power
Company has changed its “doing business as” (“d/b/a”) names in Virginia and North Carolina effective May 12,
2017. In Virginia, the Company’s d/b/a name has been changed from Dominion Virginia Power to Dominion
Energy Virginia, and in North Carolina the d/b/a name has been changed from Dominion North Carolina Power to
Dominion Energy North Carolina. The Company’s legal corporate entity name “Virginia Electric and Power
Company” will not be changing as a result of this rebranding effort.

SHTL9LT

o
et



Code § 56-265.1 et seq.® The Company proposed to (i) install, entirely along and primarily
within existing right-of-way, approximately 38.2 miles of 230 kV Remington-Gordonsville Line
#2153 in Fauquier, Culpeper, Orange, and Albemarle Counties between its existing Remington
Substation in Fauquier County and existing Gordonsville Substation in Albemarle County; and
(ii) construct and install associated 230 kV facilities at the Company’s Gordonsville and
Reﬂnéon Substations (colléctively, the “Project”).* The Company’s Application proposed
utilizing single-shaft weathered (COR-TEN®) steel poles and related structures in connection
with the Project.” Dominion Energy Virginia also proposed two alternative routes for the
Comnﬁssion’s consideration, which could connect the existing Remington Substation to a new
switching station in the vicin#y of the existing Rappahannock Ele_ctn'.c Cooperative’s Pratts
. Delivery Point in Madison County, Virginié (“Remington-Pratts Alternative™).
| On December 29, 2015, the Commission issued an Order for Notice and Hearing
(“Procedural Order”) that, among other things: (1) requiréd the Company to publish notice of the
Application; (2) established a schedule for the filing of notices of participation and the
* submission of prefiled testimony; (3) scheduled a local hearing in Orange, Virginia, for April 28,
2016, and an evidentiary hearing in Richxﬁond for June 28, 2016; and (4) assigped the case to the
Chief Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings on the Commission’s behalf and to
file a final report.® |
| Notices of Participation were filéd by the following respondents: The Piedmont

Environmental Council, Old Dominion Electric Cooperative, the Board of Supervisors of

3 Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company For approval and certification of electric transmission
Jacilities under Va. Code § 56-46.1 and the Utility Facilities Act, Va. Code § 56-265.1 et seq., Case No. PUE-2015-
00117 (filed Nov. 13, 2015).

4 Application at 2.

% Application at 3; see also Direct Testimony of Greg Baka at 3.

¢ Procedural Order at 5-14.
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‘Culpeper County, Madison County, Orange County, William W. Sandford, OMC Alliance,
Amcarwill Limited P@ership, William J. Davis, Jr., Tombstone Limited Partnership, Charlotte
E. Chumlea, Michael Mosko, Jr., Jeffrey A. Tillery, Stephen B. Carpenter, Herbert P. Putz,
Ph.D., and David Taylor.’

On April 1, 2016, the Commissioﬁ Staff (“Staff”) filed a Motion for Expedited Summary
Rulinﬁ that the Proposed Remington-Pratts Alternative Should Not Continue as Part of this
Proceeding (“Motion to Remove the Remington-Pratts Alternative™) on the basis that the
alternative is electrically deficient. Dominion Energy Virginia filed a response in which the
Company stated that it did not object to the granting of the relief requested by Staff in its Motion
to Remove the Remington-Pratts Alternative, without agreciﬁg with Staff’s premise.
Additionally, numerous réspondents filed responses in support of Staff’s Motion to Remove the
Remington-Pratts Alternative. The Chief Hearing Examiner granted Staff’s Motion to Remove
the Remington-Pratts Alternative.®

At the local hearing in Orange, Virginia on April 28, 2016, public witnesses expressed
opposition to the height of the proposed towers. The public witnesses also expressed their
preferencé for shorter structures similar to those used in the Hollymead® case.!®

The.Commission Staff report sponsored by Staff Witness David Essah (“Staff Report™)
was filed on May 27, 2016. In the Staff Report, Dr. Essah concluded, among other things, fhét
the Project could potentially be constructed using sh;)rter structures than those proposed in the

Cornpany’é Application. Dr. Essah noted that the use of shorter structures is supported by

numerous interested parties in the case and could reduce visual impacts; however, he recognized

7 Respondent David Taylor filed a Cancellation of Participation in this proceeding on May 19, 2016.

$ Chief Hearing Examiner’s Ruling at 2 (Apr. 12, 2016).

% Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval and certification of electric facilities:
Hollymead 230 kV double circuit transmission line project, Case No. PUE-2011-00015, Final Order at 5, 12-13.
10 April 28, 2016 Public Witness Hearing, Tr. 21:3-23:9, 84:6-12.
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that shorter structures could also require a wider right-of-way, add more structures than proposed
in the Application, and increase the cost of the Project.!! |

On June 13, 2016, the Company filed a Motion for ﬁxtension and for Expedited
Consideration (“Motion to Extend”), requeéiing additional time to evaluate and present evidence
for the Commission’s consideration on the potential to utilize shorter structures where feasible
along portions of the route, taking into consideration constraints preventing the potential
expansion of the right-of-way to accommodate such shorter stfuctures, and to present the results
of the evaluation in rebuttal testimony.'? In granting the Company’s Motion to Extend, the Chief
Hearing Examiner modified the procedural schedule set forth in the Procedural Order to, amohg
other things, extend the time for the Company to file rebuttal testimony and continue the
evidentiary hearing from June 28 to July 28, 2016." The scheduled hearing was convened on
June 28, 2016, for the sole purpose of receiving testimony from public witnesses, though no
public witnesses appeared to testify.!*

On July 12, 2016, Dominion Energy Virginia filed its Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits.
As stated in the Company’s Application, the existing right-éf-way along the Project route ranges
between 70 and 100 feet.!S In rebuttal, the Company noted that it would attempt to acquire an
additional 30 feet of right-of-way for the entire length of the Project where practical along
parcels that currently have a 70-foot-wide-right-of-way (“Company’s Proposal”) to expand the

narrower portions of the existing right-of-way to match the typical width for the originally

1 pre-filed Testimony of Staff Witness David Essah at 23 (May 27, 2016); see also Testimony Summary of Staff
Witness David Essah (May 27, 2016).

12 Motion to Extend at 2.

13 Chief Hearing Examiner’s Ruling at 2 (June 14, 2016).

4 June 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing, Tr. 3:6-18.

15 Application at 2-3.
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proposed double circuit monopole.!® In response to the Staff Report, the Company evaluated the

potential to use shorter double circuit H-frame structures (“Shorter Structure Option”) where

feasible along portions of the Project route, including the need to expand the right-of-way to 140 -

feet to accommodate the Shorter Structure Option.!” It is not possible to install the shorter
double circuit H—ﬁame structures in the existing 70 to 100-foot corridor due to National
Electrical Safgty Code clearance requiren.aents.18 The Company concluded that it is technically
feasible and may be reasonable to install the Shorter Structure Option for portions of the right-of-
way where there are not constraints, provided that there is: (1) consent by all affected property
owners; (2) agency consent where applicable; (3) grant of easementé for the 40 feet beyond the
100 feet ngeded for the pr;)posed Project without addit@onal compensation from the Company;
and, (4) an uninterrupted line distance of approximately three miles. These four prerequisites are
referred to couectively herein as the Company’s “conditions” for the Shorter Structure Option.'*
The hearing in this matter took place on July 28, 2016. Mr. Baka testified, pursuant to
the Company’s P;oposal, that the Company intended to apquire an additional 30 feet of right-of-
way along the entire length of the Project where ﬁecessary to exp:cmd the entire right-of-way to
the 100 feet typical for those structures.? Mr. Baka explained, however, that where the
expansion of the right-of-way would require the demolition of a primary structure, such as a
home or business establishment, expanding the right-of-way would not be practically feasible,

and the right-of-way in these locations would remain at 70 feet.?! Mr. Baka also discussed the

16 Rebuttal Testimony of Greg Baka at 4:20-6:1 (July 12, 2016) (hereinafter, “Baka Rebuttal”).

17 Rebuttal Testimony of Robert J. Shevenock 11 at 5:1-5 (July 12, 2016) (hereinafter, “Shevenock Rebuttal”); Baka
Rebuttal at 6:16-18. )

18 July 28, 2016 Hearing Tr. at 59:18-61:20; see also Shevenock Rebuttal at 5.

19 Baka Rebuttal at 7:7-13. As discussed below, the Company later agreed that compensation for property owners
who voluntarily agreed to participate in the Shorter Structure Option should be compensated from a pool of funds
capped at $2.5 million.

20 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 38:13-20.

21 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 38:21-39:2.
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Company’s Shorter Structure Option, reiterating the Company’s belief that the Shorter Structure
Option is technically feasible only if the Company’s four conditions, discussed above, are met.?
Mr. Baka clarified, however, that‘ the Company will determine the appropriate length of each
segment of the line based on the terrain and the associated visual impacts of switching between
taller and shorter structures at any given location, without absolute adherence to a three mile rule
in all instainces.23 The Company identified approximately 24.1 miles along the line where it
believed the Shorter Structure Oﬁﬁon would be technically feasible based upon these
conditions.?* |

At the hearing, the Company also presented a variation on its third condition, that
. property owners be willing to grant easements for the a;dditional440 feet necessary for the Shorter
Structure Option without additional compensation. Pursuant to the variation on this condition,
the Company would compensate property owners for the additional easement, subject to a $2.5
million total cap calculated based on current assessed land values.?® The Compan_y characterized
this as a direct right—df—way payment to property owners, to be achieved without the need for
condemnation.?® As discussed at the hearing, Company Witness Baka expressed concern
regarding the ability to condemn property, unless it can be established that the additional
easement is “necessary” to build the Project.?’

Staff’s counsel represented that Staff did not oppose the Company’s CPCN, either as

originally proposed in the Application, or “as a rebuild that uses shorter structures where feasible

2 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 41:6-16.

B July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 91:8-93:2.

24 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 41:17-20.

2 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 43:17-44:13.

% July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 56:1-8. )

27 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 42:20-25; 86:7-12; see also Va. Code § 56-49(2) (providing the
Company with the “power . . . to acquire by the exercise of the right of eminent domain any land or estates or
interests therein, {including] rights-of-way, easements, or other interests in lands . . . of any person, which are
deemed necessary for the purposes of construction, reconstruction, alteration, straightening, relocation, operation,
maintenance, improvement or repair of its lines, facilities or works . . . .”) (emphasis added).
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along the project route based on whatever conditions the Commission de'ems to be reasonable.”??
Staff Witness Dr. Essah testified that the Company should be required to use non-reflecting
conductors in connection with the Project, in contrast to the Company’s proposal, which
provided for standard conductors.?’ Dr. Essah testified further that in Staff’s view, it was
reasonable to compensate property owners for the additional 40 feet of easements required for
the Shorter Structure Option, and that the Company should use its “regular acquisition process”
to obtain the necessary easement’sﬁ’0 In closing, Staff’s counsel declined to take a formal
position regarding the Company’s alterative compensation approach, which he conceded “may
be a good idea,” but that Staff simply “hadn’t had a chance to think it through” yet.3!
COMMENTS TO THE REPORT . |
The Chief Hearing Examiner’s June 13, 2017 Report found that the Préject was
“necessary to comply with ﬁlandatory NERC Reliability Standards™ and that it “will permit the
Company to maintain reliable electric service to its customérs and protect its facilities.”* |
Accérdingly, the Report recommended that the Commission grant the Company a certificate of
public convenience and necessity.3* Consistent with the Company’s prolposal, the Report further
recommended that the Commission prpvide the Company with the “flexibility” to utilize the
Shorter Structure Option"‘where feasible” along the route'.34 With respect to the Compan}./’s four
: ;:o.ndjtions, the Chief Hearing Examiner agreed that condition two, obtaining agency consent for

the additional 40 foot easements where applicable, was “necessary and ap‘propriate,”35 and that

28 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 33:1-8.

29 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 70:20-72:1.
30 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 69:2-70:1.
31 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 120:2-5.

32 Report at 26.

33 Report at 1.

34 Report at 29.

35 Report at 30.
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condition four, an uninterrupted line distance of approximately three miles, was “reasonable.”36
The Company offers the following observations regarding the Chief Hearing Examiner’s
remaining findings. |

| A. Consent for Acquisition of Additional 40 Foot Easements (Condition One).

The Chief Hearing Examiner’s Report disagreed that the Company’s first condition,
obtaining the additional 40 foot easements by voluntary consent, was necessary.3’ Rather, the
Chief Hearing Examiner explained that if the Commission finds that the Shorter Structure Option
is a “condition necessary to minimize any adverse environmental impact of the Project” under
Virginia Code § 56-46.1, “condemnation would be appropriate.”** The Chief Hearing Examiner
further suggested that voluntary consent would be necessary from property ov;rners who have
Virginia Qutdoors Founda;[ion (“VOF”) or Virginia Department of Historic Resources
(“VDHR”) easements on their properties, however.* The Report’s discussion of the first
condition then concluded with the state;ment, “[t]herefore, I believe this condition to be
reasonable,” meaning that voluntary consent is necessary from property owners who have VOF
or VDHR easements on their properties.*’

The Company seeks clarification of this recommendation. The Company expressed
concern regarding its ability to condemn "che addi_tional 40 feet of easement if it was not “deemed
necessary” for the Project. Should the Commission reject Condition One (“voluntary consent’)
but adopt the Shorter Structure Option, the Company requests that the Commission’s Final Order
hold that the additional 40 feet of right-of-way is both necessary to execute the Shorter Structure

Option, and to reasonably minimize adverse impacts to the scenic areas and historic districts in

36 Report at 31.
37 Report at 30.
38 Report at 30.
39 Report at 30.
40 Report at 30.
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the area to preserve any condemnation rights. The Company wishes to ﬁlake clear, however, that
it proposed the Shorter Structure Option in response to local landowner input that shorter
structures were preferred and the idea of granting the additional 40 feet of ﬁght—of—way isa
voluntary option.

As detailed in Section E, the Company must alrea:dy extend tﬁe Project’s in-service date
by a full year, and should the Coxlnpany need‘ to obtain significant additional right-of-way
thrc;ugh condemnation, the Project will be further delayed by up to several months. Leaving the
issue of condemnation aside, the Company believes that any property owners who wish to reject
the Shorter Structure Option should be permitted to do so unless extenuating circumstances exist,
given that it is technically possible.to rebuild the line utilizing only a 100-foot right-of-way, as
Compahy witness Baka testified at the hearing.*! Using the voluntary consent with
compensation process discussed below will allow for the implementation of the Shorter Structure
Option quickly and efficiently, consis.tent with community expectatiox.ls, which also will allow
for the timely construction of this necessary Project.*?

B. Compensation for the Additional 40 Foot Easements (Condition Three).

The Company’s third condition addressed the issue of compensation for the additional 40
feet of right—of-_way for the Shorter Structure Option. Though the Company initially proposed
that propérty ownérs not receive compensation for this easement, the Cémpany’s alternative
compensation scenario would prgvide for a $2.5 million fotal cap for land acquisition costs based

on the properties’ current assessed land values on a per acre basis,*? subject to the multiplier

41 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Transcript at 38:21-39:19; 44:21-45:1.

42 A5 discussed below, and consistent with the Company’s presentation of the Short Structure Option during the
evidentiary hearing, the Company does not plan to use the condemnation process with respect to the additional 40
feet unless extenuating circumstances exist.

43 Report at 30.
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discussed at the hea..ring.“4 The Chief Hearing Examiner agreed with this approach, finding that a
“pool of dollars, determined based on the assessed value of the properties crossed” was
reasonable in that it “uniformly” compensated the affected property owners While “also assuring
that the additional cost of the Shorter Structure Option is reasonably known.”* Though the
Chief Hearing Examiner did not appear to approve the $2.5 million total cap that the Company
‘proposed based on its calculation of the properties’ vcurrent assessed land values explicitly, it
appears the Chief Hearing Examiner approved the total cap by approving its method of
calculation. The Company, therefore, seeks clarification through the Commission’s Final Ofder
that the $2.5 million total cap is approved as a method to control land acquisition costs to this
 voluntary option.* |

C. Confidential Reporting Process.

The Chief Hearing Examiner’s Report found that the Company’s suggestion to provide
Staff with confidential reports discussing the negotiations and acquisition progress for the
additional 40-foot right;of-way was appropriate.*’ The Report further approved of the
Company’s proposal to make initial contact with the property owners by mail, and to follow-up
with personal contact where necessary.*®

The Company met with Staff on June 26, 2017 to confer regarding the appropriate
procedure for contacting and negotiating with property owners and providing Staff with
confidential updates during and about this process. Pursuant to those discussions, the Company

intends to mail postcards to property owners as soon as possible in order to assess preliminary

44 July 28, 2016 Evidentiary Hearing Transcript at 44:14-21.

4 Report at 31. ' .

4 The Company suggested the total cost cap as a means to control costs given that the process is meant to be
.voluntary and the Company is not intending on wholesale use of condemnation rights as a means to control land
acquisition costs. July 28, 2016 Hearing Tr. at 42:12-43:16.

# Report at 31.

48 Report at 30.
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interest in the Shorter Structure Option. The postcards will notify property owners that the
Company is preparing to move forward with purchasing easements in connection with the
Shorter Structure Option upon entry of a Final Order by the Commission, subject to an opt-in
from the property owner. The postcard will contain a tear-off postagé-paid reply card on which
the respondent will check the appropriate box indicating that he or she is or is not interesteci in
expanding the easement on his or her property for the additional 40 feet of right-of-way pursuant
to the Shorter Structure Option, pending a formal purchése offer. The postcard will request a
response from property owners within 15 calendar days. The postcard is meant to hélp the |
Compahy expeditiously manage the various consent scenarios that may occur to feasonably

* execute the Shorter Structure Option, pending a Final Order by the Commission. Concurrently
with this process, the Company will order updated title work for the properties along the route to
determine whether there have been any changes in ownership since the last title work was -
performed beginning in April 2017.

Following entry of the Com@ssion’s Final Order, presuming the Chief Hearing
Examiner’s recommendation that the Company “be graﬁted the flexibility to pursue the Shorter
Structure Option where feasible™* is approved, thé Company will follow-up with property
owners by sending formal letters. The letters will briefly explain the Commission’s ruling and
again request responses from prop;:rty owners within 15 calendar days regarding whether they
intend to provide consent for the additional right-of-way pursuant to the Shorter Structure
Option. Property owners who currently hold only 70 foot easements will also be notified that the
Cdmpany needs to expand those easements to 100 feet pursuant to the Company’s Proi)osal.

The letters will explain that providing preliminary consent does not translate to a

commitment to sell the additional 40 foot right-of-way pursuant to the Shorter Structure Option,

49 Chief Hearing Examiner’s Report at 33.

11
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but that a final transaction will be based on an approved negotiated purchase price between the
property owner and the Company, and that preliminary consent is being given merely to
facilitate the Company’s progress to the next step in the acquisition process. Similarly, the
letters will explain that the Company will not be obligated to purchase any easement unless and
until the Shorter Structure Option is deemed feasible on that specific property based on the final
design of the line. The Company will follow up with personal contact if no response is received
within the specified timeframe, allowing up to an additional 15 calendar days for any property
owners who have not responded to communicate their preferences. |

The Company also will meet with the boards of the VOF and VDHR, respectively, to
obtain formal consent for the additional 40 feet of right-of-way in connection with the Shorter
Structure Option where necessary. The Company may hold public meetings to discuss its .
progress with respect to the Project and the Shorter Structure Option, and to explain how an

individual property owner’s failure to consent will impact the overall design of the line, if it

believes that effort might be productive. Finally, the Company will work to identify all potential

encroachments, such as accessory structures, as the right-of-way is expanded.

Next, the Company’s real estate team will make offers and begin the purchasing process.
Parcels with only 70 feet of right-of-way that are located within the approximately 24.1 mile area
where the Shorter Structure Option was. deemed feasible will receive two separate offers: one for
the initial 30 feet in connection with the Compaﬁy’s Proposal; and, a second for the additional 40
feet neceséary for the Shorter Structure Option. With respect to thé initial 30 feet, the Company
will bargain in good faith and into the condemnation process if nécessary. The Company does
not plan use of the condemnation process with respect to the additional 40 feet unless

extenuating circumstances exist, as discussed above.

12

=2
]

i@

3
&

]

THO



The Company anﬁcibates that it will take approximately three months from the Final
Order to negotiate consents and‘com'pensation with property owners and the relevant agencies. >
‘ To allow the Project to move forward, any property owners who fail to respond to the
Company’s cbrrespondence within that three-month timeframe will be treated as though consent
has been withheld. The Company has proposed to Staff that it provide a total of two confidential
updates during this process: an interim report, to be provided 60 days after the entry of the
Commission’s Final Order; and, a final report, to be provided 60 days after the interim report.
Each report will describe the Company’s negotiation efforts over the previous 60 days and
provide running lists of: (1) those property owners who have agreed to provide additional
easements; (2) those who have refused; and, (3) those with whom the Company is continuing to
negotiate. The final report will include a color-coded map of the Project area that depicts this
information and highlights any approximately three-mile segments’! of the line where all
necessary consents have been obtained in order to make implementation of the Shorter Structure
Option feasible. The final report also will provide the total amount spent by the Coﬁnpany on
easements in connection with the Shorter Structure Option, in aggregate only. The Company
will continue to work with the Staff to determine the timing and content of the required reports.

D. Finish of Transmission Conductor and Structures.

The Chief Hearing Examiner’s Report recommended that the Company use a de-glared

finish on its transmission conductors in connection with the Project.? As discussed in Mr.

5 The Company needs to implement and complete the Short Structure Option quickly so it can determine what
properties are available to create the approximately three-mile segments. That information will allow the Company
to order the correct poles as soon as possible. This is important to meet the revised in-service date because,
currently, it is taking the Company approximately 32 weeks to receive poles from the manufacturers.

51 As discussed herein, the use of three-mile segments is an approximation, not an absolute. The exact length of any
given segment may be longer or shorter depending on the topography of the terrain and the potential impact on the
viewshed when switching between shorter and taller structures and the location of participating property owners.
July 28, 2016 Hearing Tr. at 91:8-93:2.

52 Report at 31-32.

13
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Shevenock’s rebuttal testimony, the Company disagrees with this recommendation because it

TPERTLGLT

believes that it inappropriately adds incremental costs to the Project while only accelerating the |
natural aging process by less than a year.>? Accordingly, the Company respectfully requests that
the Commission reject the Chief Hearing Examiner’s recommendation that the Company be
required to use a de-glared finish on its transmission conductors.

Additionally, the Company seeks clarification from the Commission regarding the finish
of the proposed steel poles and shorter H-frame structures to be used in connection with the
Project. Inits Application, the Company proposed utilizing single-shaft weathered (COR-
TEN®) steel poles and related structures. Because there were no objections to this proposal by
Staff or Respondents, and because the finish of the poles and related structures was not otherwise
addressed in the Chief Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Company’s understanding is that it may,
upon Commission approval of the Projoct, proceed with the construction of singie-shaft

weathered (COR-TEN®) steel poles and H-frame structures as proposed in the Application.

E. Projected In-Sérvice Date.
Finally, the Company notes that, though its Application projected an in-service date of

June 1, 2019 for the proposed line, that date assumed that a Final Order would be issued by the
close of 2016, with construction to begin in January 2018. Given that a Final Order is not now
expected until the late summer or early fall of 2017, tho Company’s projected in-service date
must be pushed back accordingly. Assuming a Final Order by September 1, 2017, the Company
currently estimates an in-service date of June 2020, with construction to begin in December
2018. Construction of the line is estimated to take approximately 18 months. As discussed

herein, however, this timeline assumes that the Commission’s Final Order recognizes the Shorter

53 Shevenock Rebuttal at 2-4 (noting that in a similar case, the Commission rejected the suggestion to de-glare
conductors, even when the cost was nearly half the cost of de-glaring the conductors in this case).
4 Application at 3; see also Dlrect Testimony of Greg Baka at 3.
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Structure Option is a voluntary option and condemnation to achieve it is not mandated. Any
modifications to this approach could result in further delays. Based on the foregoing, and the
immediate need for the Project, the Company requests a Final Order by September 1, 2017, if
possible.
CONCLUSION
The Company respectfully urges the Commission to provide the clarification requested

and incorporate the comments provided herein in its Fmal Order. Due to the identified need for
the Project and the timing issues detailed herein, the Company respectfully requests the issuance
of a Final Order on or before September 1, 2017, to the extent possible.

Respectfully submitted,

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY

By ”C)Mw 6 %

Counsel

David J. DePippo

Dominion Energy Services, Inc.

120 Tredegar Street, RS-2

Richmond, Virginia 23219

(804) 819-2277

david j.depippo@dominionenergy.com

Vishwa B. Link

Lauren E. Wood

McGuireWoods LLP

Gateway Plaza

800 East Canal Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219-3916
(804) 775-4330

(804) 775-1090
viink@mcguirewoods.com
lwood@mcguirewoods.com

Counsel for Virginia Electric and Power Company
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 5th déy of July 2017, a true and accurate copy of the
foregoing filed in Case No. PUE-2015-00117 was hand delivered or mailed first class, postage

pre-paid, to the following:

C. Meade Browder, Jr., Esq.
Office of the Attorney General
Division of Consumer Counsel
900 E. Main Street, 2°¢ Fl.
Richmond, VA 23219

" Herbert R. Putz, Ph.D
1825 Locust Grove Church Rd
Orange VA 22960

Bobbi Jo Alexis, Esq.
Culpeper County Attormey
306 N. Main Street
Culpeper, VA 22701

James A. Alexander, Esq.
1130 George James Loop
Radiant, VA 22732

John A. Pirko, Esq.

LeClair Ryan

4201 Dominion Boulevard, Suite 200
Glen Allen, VA 23060

Caroline V. Davis, Esq.

Duane, Hauck, Davis & Gravatt, P.C.
100 West Franklin Street

Richmond, VA 23220

Collin Sumpter, Resource Manager
Tombstone Limited Partnership
14504 Greenview Drive, Suite 210
P.O. Box 850

Laurel, MD 20725

. Thomas E. Lacheney, Esq.

Deal & Lacheney P.C.
County Attomey

112 West Main Street
Orange, VA 22960

Michael Mosko, Jr.
677 John Tucker Road

. Madison, VA. 22727

V.R. Shackelford, III, Esq.
Madison County Attorney
V.R. Shackelford III, PLC
147 West Davis Street
Culpeper, VA 22701

William Sanford
1570 Forest Drive
Orange, VA 22960

Daniel Holmes

Director of State Policy ,
Piedmont Environmental Council
P.O. Box 460

Warrenton, VA 20186

John Grano
25535 Somerville Road
Mitchells, VA 22729-1948

Charlotte E. Chumlea

1866 Field Road
Charlottesville, VA 22903-1619
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